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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

he nation is currently focusing on many of the same policy
issues that were relevant at the turn of this century. when business
and union teaders advocated that the federal government provide
support for the wechnical preparation of young people. Today,
however. the chatlenge is reversed. At tha time. the issue was
how to engage the educational community in the preparation of
future workers: today. the task is to identify ways to engage the
nation’s cmployers,

Federal, state. and local policy makers have increasingly di-
rected attention and resources to developing strategies to prepare
students for the workforee. The School-to-Work Opportunitics Act,
which commits the Departments of Labor and Education to col-

faborate with the states in constructing o national school-to-work
system. was recently signed into aw, The Administration’s

planned National Skills Standards Board is a companion initiative,
created to devetop and recognize skill standards based on the
requirements of the workplace. However, while it seems that
work-hased learning schemes would be in employers' best
interests, participation has not been universally embraced by the
community.

U nfortunately, litde is known about employer motivation (or
lack of motivation) to participate in existing work-based learning
programs. The frimework proposed in the national school-to-work
transition systems all featre a work-based learning con ponent,
which will vary in design from program o program hut vl re-
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quire in all cases the active participation of employers. although
many prominent organizations huve made efforts to draw conclu-
sions about large-scale employer involvement, the endeavor may
be premature—even the longest-running programs under inspec-
tion have been in operation for only three years or less.

Study Methodology

For this reason, the Institute for Educational Leadership and the
National Center on the Educational Quality of the Workforce
propesed to contribute to the body of knowledge in this field. The
study was designed to provide insight on employer participation
in long-standing employer-school partnership programs that offer
substantive work experience and learning at the worksite. An
advisory panel provided counsel on the general direction of the
project and reviewed the paper once it was completed. The basic
questions explored were; '
e What kinds of ins&nionul support, public policies, and prac-
tices influence employer decisions about participation?
What are the most significant factors that impact an
employer’s decision to participate?
o What are the benefits to the employer for participating?
e What are the characteristics of parti-ipating employers?

The study had several basic components: a literature search:
in-person surveys of school personnel and selected emplovers: a
phone survey of a larger sample of employers: and the conducting
of employer focus groups. Five metropolitan areas were targeted
for the school and employer in-person and telephone surveys: At-
lanta, Georgia: Indianapolis, Indiana: Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania;
Phoenix, Arizona; and Portland, Oregon. Survey information from
two additional sites—York, and Harrisburg, Pennsylvania—was
also included in the analysis.

The study focused on school programs that substantially incor-
porated at least some of the following core components:

o training plans established for each student identifying learn-
ing objectives, general work readiness, and specific occupa-
tional competencies
close supervision of the student at the worksite
close und frequent coordination between the schoot and
worksite
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e periodic evaluation of the student’s progress in meeting
learning objectives
e paid work experience.

A total of 18 secondary schools—including comprehensive high
schools, full-time and part-time vocational/technical schools, and
one alternative vocational school—were included in the survey.
Most of the programs represented a form of cooperative
education, since these types of programs most readily meet the
criteria for employer participation. Each school site provided a list
of participating employers, who represented all major industry
groups and firms sizes, to be included in the survey sample.

Findings

The employer.’school interviews revealed a great deal of
information about how work-based learning programs were
organized and administered by schools: how employers were
recruited and students selected: how work-based learning was
structured: what attitudes surrounded employer involvement: and
why employers don't participate. The authors describe these
findings’in detail and summarize them as follows.
With respect to schools, the study found that:
¢ in addition to programs including work-based learning, each
school tended to have several occupation-focused programs
without a work-based learning component, yet the programs
are not inter-connected
e the occupational clustering was more likely to be a function
of teaching-staff availability rather than any deliberate analy-
sis of the surrounding labor market
e the programs are institutionalized within the school environ-
ment but in most sites are not a significant priority, as evi-
denced by the resources allocated for them.

With respect to school-to-work relationships, the study found
that:
e the extent to which students fearn occupation-specific skills
varies greatly among work sites
e despite the lack of organized and focused employer recruit-
ment efforts, the schools are generally able to place all par-
ticipating students in these small programs

I
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the importance of the student screening function performed
by the schools should not be undervalued
there was greater assurance that the work-based learning is
tied o the student's career path in the comprehensive voca-
tiona! technical schools or in an occupation-focused program
as programs bhecome well-established. emplover recruitment
is less of an issue.

Vith respect to emplovers, the study found that
contrary to popular helief. emplovers participating in these
programs are pleased with the quality of students
cmployers believe that the students are productive workers
while community service is a strong motivation for emplovers,
recruitment of entry-level emplovees is at least as strong a
motivation )
many emplovers do not understand the elements of
work-based learning
very few emplovers cite chitd fabor faws or worker compensa-
tion as issues atfecting their decisions about participation.

Recommendations

The challenge of making these programs available to at least hall

of the nation’s yvoung students—not simply to one or two percent—
is the focus of the authors” recommendations for designing national
school-to-work transition initiatives Their recommendations are
gcared toward assisting the following institutions: federal, state. and
wocal program implementors, since the question of “going to scale”
is largely dependent on the development of o mainstreamed”
cducation and training infrastructure: and emplover-hased
organizations, since it will be necessary o create efficient and
effective methods to support the expansion of work-based learning
opportunitics for students, The focus of this study—cemplovers and
the organizational relationships between them and key educational
institutions—remains at the core of determining success for tikimg
any school-to-work program to scale.

All implementation ultimately happens on alocal level, but this
does not mean that all strategios are best organized only ai the
local tevel The following recommendations are designed to recog:
nize those functions that require external support as well as those
that must oceur within focal schools and worksites.

12
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Recommendations for Public Institutions

To foster and support employer involvement in work-based
learning. public institutions should:

o Build a national support structure to develop materials for use
in the classroom and on the worksite.

Take a lesson from academics, particularly math and science,
and develop national voluntary standards and suggested cur-
riculum frameworks. National teacher and administrator pro-
fessional membership organizations should work with
c¢mployer groups to identify content standards and “best
practices.” Frameworks can then be adapted for use by states
and localities. : :

Take the learning plan seriousty: focus on workplace
requirementls.

The employer survey made clear that training plans were not
considered to be a serious tool: the school survey demon-
strated that plans were not used as an instructional tool. For
workplace proficiency. cach student needs to learn several
categories of skills within a hicrarchy—categories of require-
ments which are components of high quality skill standards
programs that reflect the range of skills needed in
high-performance work systems.

Establish. through wide  onsultations. the purpose and uses of
the learning plans.

States are readily able to (rame the critical components of
learning plans, which could be built around a common core
of knowledge of both academic and skills standards. The
framework should include the skills required in all work set-
tings and the articulation between and among different types
of cducation and training institutions.

Recognize the legitimacy of gradaiions of leariting
opportuitios in different types of sites.

Large-scale emplover participation is achievable, but not if
the program is based on an inflexible design. There s a need
to determine what should be fearned. how the knowledge
development should be sequenced, and how the schools can
be organized to assure that this oceurs,
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Support screening and cversight roles.

One key reason that employers choose to participate in
work-based learning programs is because they value the screen-
ing and oversight roles that school staff performs. This role helps
to engage the school's teachers in linking the events of the
classroom with the learning process occurring in the worksite.

Recognize the valuable commodity of time,

Time is limited by many constraints, such as state graduation
requirements mandating a specific number of courses or class
scheduling dictated by state or district regulations. Schools
must be encouraged to create flexible scheduling opportuni-
ties for students, and state and district officials need to take
leadership roles to ensure this opportunity.

Local school boards in concert with community college boards
should hold joint focus groups with employers and staff
involved in work-based learning programs.

Local policy-making bodies should listen to their staffs and
employers who have previously participated in these pro-
grams to determine what changes are needed and to promote
increased penetration of this form of learning.

Clear out the “underbrush.”

Many assume that employers are prevented from participation
because of the legal impediments contained in child welfare
and labor laws. There is value in states conducting a system-
atic review of laws, regulations, and operating procedures that
may hinder employer participation.

Support the development of the entire school staff.

Integration of curriculum must occur at the school level and
across all disciplines. Time must be allocated for staff 1o work
towards total integration of curriculum and programs.

Actions Aiding Recruitment

The following wctions would aid in recruiting business and
structuring work-based learning,

o Keep it simple.

The transaction process between individual employers and the
school-to-work “public agent” should not be cumbersome. To

14
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make this possible, engagement of the employer community
is required at several different levels.

Seek support from national organizations to help explain
cdreer opportunities and the requirements of industries and
their key occupations.

For developing common occupations skill standards and un-
derstanding all aspects of an industry, national organizations
offer a good starting point to help create the strong
employer-based network needed to help promote a national
school-to-work initiative,

Use employer-based organizations: create them if necessary.

National organizarions can only provide information and sup-
port. but state and local employer-based organizations can
help recruit employers, coordinate curriculum, establish in-
ternships for school staff, and establish articulation standards
for tech-prep programs between schools und post-secondary
institutions and work-site training programs.

Be deliberate: cover all industrial sectors.

Several industry sectors were substantially under-represented
in the communities surveyed for the study. The low involve-

ment of these sectors suggests that communication with these
employers is limited. At minimum, communities need a data-

base to organize employer contacts: the data should cross in-
dividual school and, at times, district boundarices.

Be informative: develop information materials in concert with
local business organizations.

A specialized “yellow pages” could be used by all school dis-
tricts and other training providers in a labor markét area to
reduce the contact cost. Listings that include types of jobs,
sizes of firm, addresses, and telephone numbers of employ-
ers in the labor market arca would help staff responsible for
developing work sites for students.

Be inclusive of all sizes of employers.

A remarkable number of small businesses participated in the
study: however, there are costs in soliciting and providing
support to this very large group of employers. Centralized
staft could he organized to work with local industry groups
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and to communicate with individual businesses to describe the
school-to-work mitiative and determine employer interest.

Be deliberate in assigning the task of recruiting employers;
organize recruitment through a community-wide network of
specialized staff.

Teachers with classroom responsibilities do not have the time
to recruit emplovers on the scale that is required. Instead,
brokers who, if necessary. can cross school-district bound-
aries are needed.

Remember: success breeds success.

There are a number of satisfied customers of work-based
learning programs in the employer community; they need to
be used as ambassadors to their fellow employers.
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INTRODUCTION

s the nation prepares to enter the twenty-first century, it will
do so essentially addressing many of the same issues that faced
our predecessors one hundred years ago. Both periods in our
history share common features: they represent times of substansial
change in the demands of the workphice. a targe growth in the
numbers of immigrants arriving in the country, and u substantial
focus by both industrial leaders and public officials on how to
improve the education system—particularly the technical
preparation of students.

At the turn of the century it was generally agreed that the ap-
proaches to the training of workers had grown bevond the capac-
ity of individual firms. During the early phase of the Industrial
Revolution, individual firms or trade groups provided for the edu-
cation—and often the living quarters—of their own workforee.
Slowly.in the tater Falf of the 19th century, manual ibor schools
emerged that combined occupational preparation with “mental”
training. By 1910, most of the states had provided some form of
industrial education,

Federal support for meeting the needs of the workplace
through education began-in 1917, The purpose was to promote
vocational preparation in industeial arts and agriculiural and do-
mestic sciences thome cconomics for fumales). Yet. even with this
carly recognition of the need to help prepare students for a voca-
tion, the organization of the schooling experience has increasingty
been focused on the teacher-centered, academic model—an ap-
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proach that has driven the organization of American schools. Accord-
ingly. the reward structure for students and school employees alike
has ¢-nphasized increasing the number of years of formal schooling.

Clearly, this emphasis has yiclded some positive results. Tn terms
of the number of years of free public education. America ranks
near the top of industrialized countries. More students gain access
to post-secondary education opportunities in the U.S. than in any
other nation, and we have one of the highest rates in the world of
formal education for native-born individuals. For those who finish
high school, an.impressive number enter some form of
postsecondary education institution: in some states, 50 to 70 per-
cent of high-school graduates pursue postsecondary education. Yet,
estimates reveal that 80 percent do not complete their course of
study. Some wander in and out of postsecondary institutions for
ten years or more, in much the same fashion as they w andcr in
and out of youth-focused labor market jobs.

Since the turn of the century, we have witnessed an increased
cry from employers regarding the quality of new workforce en-
trants whenever labor markets have become tight. Once again
policy makers are confronting the reality that strategies that only
promote more time spent in the classroom have scrious drawbacks.
This time. a pattern of new initiatives by the education system has
emerged in response to these concerns.

Revisiting the Need to Connect Work and School

Over the last decade. there has been a steady drumbeat of distress
signals coming from the employer community as well as from the
student population that what students learn is inadequate for the
“new workpliace.” Far too many students are bored with school by
the time they are fourteen or fifteen and are not provided
instruction consistent with their learning styles. They often lack
focus and direction, indeed they lack any real understanding of
what they will do to 2arn a living, or what types of knowledge and
skills they need to be successful in the labor market. They adopt a
“waiting it out” attitude.

Since the William T. Grant Foundation Commission’s reports on
the students who comprise the “forgotten half"—those who do not
continue their educations past secondary school—interest in creat-
ing an cffective school-to-work transition system has greatly magni-
ficd. One of the key messages contained in The Forgotten Half was

13
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the need for any school-to-work system to be of sufficient scale to
serve a majority of students, not just a very few. While this issue is
not new, external factors have provided a new impetus. No longer
can the high school drop-out and graduate—hoth with poor aca-
demic competencies and no specific occupational skills—expect to
eventually find a job that pays well. Previously. the concern fo-
cused on youth wasting years in secondary labor markets hefore
moving into a career path. Now there is a more fundamental ques-
tion that asks whether these voung people will ever advance from
secondary lahor-market jobs or from low-paving service-sector jobs.
This question has profound implications on our ahility. as a nation, to
maintain an acceptable standard of living for all Americans.

We are again focusing on many of the same policy issues
which, at the turn of the century, caused business and union lead-
ers alike to advocate that the feder:d government provide support
for technical preparation of young people. Today. however, there
is an important reversal of the challenge. A century ago. the core
issue was how 1o engage the educational community in the prepa-
ration of future workers: now, the challenge is to identify ways to
engage the employers.

Throughout this century the central focus of improving educa-
tion has essentially been driven by the design and organization of
the schools. Few programs, with some notable exceptions. have
heen organized to substantially include the workplace—in direct
contrast to programs in almost all other industrialized countries.
While the German apprenticeship model is perhaps the most fa-
miliar, it is clearly not the only approach used to involve the stu-
dent in some form of structured learning. driven in large part by
the needs of the workplace.

In most other countries there is an claborate and influential net-
work of employer-based associations that have as their primary
task the responsibility to continuously articulate workplace re-
quirements. These requirements are used for a variety of purposes
by tire education and training institutions which meet the specivic
cultural and economic patterns of each country. Such employer
networks are viewed as essential partners in the organization and
delivery of education in general and the occupational preparation
of individuals in particular. Common features of organized em-
ployer networks in other countries include: (1) influencing cur-
riculum. (2) articulating standards for use in assessment of
students, (3) providing in-service training opportunitices for instruc-
tors, and ¢4} providing structured work-based learning,

I¢
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These networks. while national in scope, have sub-national
networks designated to function at the regional and local tevel.
They operate on a large scale and in many countries influence the
educational preparation of at least half of a nation’s student
population at any point in time (Wills, Rice, and Sheets 1993).
One of the key and valued roles of the education professional in
many countries is that of a counselor and broker between the
emplover and student.

In direct contrast to our industrial competitors. in the United
states the involvement of emplovers is essentially treated as a lo-
cal—and not very important—component of school programs. The
scale is small and the contribution modes:. Also. the role of the
cducation professional as a broker between the siudent and em-
plovers lacks a distinet “presence” in the LS.

It is not as though our nation has no base upon which to build
emplover-based networks willing to work with the schools. There
are a few national networks of emplovers which have been active
in vocational preparation programs in this country. such as the Vo-
cational Industrial Clubs of America (VICA), which is the sponsor
of the Skills Olympics. Another employer-based network directly
involved with a specific occupational arca is the National Institute
for Automotive Service Excellence (ASE). Conversations with em-
plovers who are actively involved in networks such as these reveal
a high level of frustration with the seeming lack of ability on the
part of many educational institutions to offer high quality and rel-
evant education for their future workforee. These organizations
(and others) are major advocates of expanding work-based learn-
ing programs and using industry-driven skill standards to drive a
portion of the curriculum and assess students” knowledge.

Taking Heed .

Federal, state. and local policy makers: leading educators:
rescarthers: and various public interest groups have increasingly
directed attention and resources to developing strategies that
better prepare students academically and occupationally to enter
chosen career paths, At the federal level there are two companion
cfforts currently being promoted by the Clinton Administration.
The resources and energies of the Departments of Labor and
Education have been committed to work with the states in a
school-to-work system-building effort. Federal legistation, signed
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in May of 1994, provides the framework and funding mechanism
(through seed capital) to jump start this national school-to-work
system. The companion effort is embedded in the Administration’s
recently ¢nacted Educate America Act. Title V' of that Act will
establish a National Skill Standards Board to promote the
development and recognition of skill standards based on the
requirements of the workplace. The standards, once recognized by
the National Board, witl be made available for use in the
school-to-work programs throughout the country. While the
standards are to be “voluntarily used™ by industry and education
and training providers alike, they are to be based on input from
husiness and industry nerworks of employers.

This approach is, in many ways, modeled on the lessons
learned from other countries regarding the most effective and effi-
cient ways to involve employers with the schools. These proposed
national employer-driven networks are expected to help develop
the knowledge and skill requirements of key occupations and to
assist in the articulation of these requirements with attendant cur-
riculum and instructional approaches for use in both formal class-
rooms and work-based learning systems.

For the school-to-work proposal, the federal response is based
largely on approaches currently under development—approaches
which, in turn. are modeled toosely after apprenticeship programs
and similar models such as cooperative education. These ap-
proaches have in common the use of the work site as an integral
part of a student’s education. Available evidence (from adult ap-
prenticeship programs. cooperative education programs, and the
European experience) suggests very strongly that the work site
can be a powerful and positive influence on educational attain-
ment and on the acquisition of job-related skills. Empirical data
also suggests that work. at least for high school students between
the junior and senior year and during the senior year, has a posi-
tive impact on future employment and earnings (Bishop 1985).

The use of the work site. commonly calted work-hased tearn-
ing. presents botlt opportunities and challenges. For students,
carcfully structured work experiences provide an opportunity to
apply what they learn in the classroom, sce the relevance of
school to the workplace, and acquire essential work readiness and
broad occupational skills.

In survey after survey, employers continually express their dis-
satisfaction with the quality of entry-tevel workers. They voice
concerns not onhy about a tack of specific job skills but also about
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emplovee attitudes towards work, communication skills, the ability
1o work with others, as well as work attitudes and habits (Barton
1990, Thus. for employers, work-based learning offers opportuni-
ties to translate these general concerns about work readiness into
specific action. As one emplover we interviewed said, "How else
are they going to develop any work habits unless they get out in
the workforee?”

While participation in work-based learning schemes is seem-
ingly in the best interests of employers, it has not been universally
embraced by the business community. In fact, successfully trans-
forming fledgling experiments into a “school-to-work transition
system” will require a considerable cultural change on the part of
American business,
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Ithough the term “work-based learning™ is new, the concept
is not. There is a long history of partnerships between employers
and secondary schools to provide students with structured work
experience and work-based learning opportunities. Cooperative
cducation (co-op)—the oldest and most commonly available
work-based learning program—nhas been formally recognized in
federal law since the 1917 Smith-Hughes Act. which mandated that
co-op be made available for vocational agriculture students
(Scott 19921, While there is no single model of cooperative educa-
tion. it is generally a planned progeam that combines classroom
instruction with paid work experience relating to a career program
of iretruction or a student’s career interests, Students receive
credit for their work experience: there is a formal retationship be-
tween the school and the employer that defines expectations for
the student. the school, and the employer: and there is a provision
for evaluating the students performance on a regular basis.

During the 1989-1090 school year about 430,000 students were
enrolled in secondary-level co-op programs. or about 8 to 9 per-
cent of the junior and senior level high school student population
(U8, General Accounting Office 1991), Because there is no formal

~reporting system for cooperative education enrollment. it is diffi-
cult to place this level of enrollment in a historical context. How-
ever. considering the lack of direct federal support for cooperative
cducation, this is probably nof an all-time high level of enrollment
for cooperative education.

2.3
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A 1990-1991 school year survey by the National Assessment of
Vocational Education examined the involvement of schools in
these programs. They found that 49 percent of secondary schools
offered co-op programs. Other types of school-to-work transition
programs offered all with some level of employer involvement)
by secondary schools included work experience (34 pereent )
school-based enterprise programs (19 percent): school-to-
apprenticeship (0 percent): and vouth apprenticeship (2 percent)
(Stern et al. 19939,

The current level of employer involvement in secondary-level
co-op and similar work experience programs could be consid-
ered to be quite remarkable, given the lack of federal support
and the lack of direct incentives to emplovers. This has not al-
wiys been the case. In the 1960s through the carly 1980s. federal
statutes did provide specific funding support for cooperative
cducation. Categorical support was provided under the Voca-
tional Amendments of 1908, The Carl Perkins Act of 1981+ pro-
vided no designated amount of money for co-op. but stipulated
that under the basie grant vocational services would include
work-site programs such as cooperative education and others.
The 1990 Act makes only passing reference to cooperative edu-
cation. In addition. between 1978 and 1981 targeted job tax cred-
its were widely available to emplovers who participated in both
secondary and postsecondary cooperative education programs.
Now, such tax credits are avaitable for cconomicaily disadvan-
taged populations. In 1987, only L.000 emplovers nationwide
claimed a targeted job tax credit (0.8 General Accounting Office
1VO1)

Between 1977 and 1981 the Department of Labor funded wse-
ries of cight pilot projects to test the feasibility of in-school ap-
prenticeship. These cight projects mostly sworked with small
cmplovers in manufacturing and service: four continued after the
federal government funds were withdrawn. Employvers who par-
ticipated were surveved: 57 percent were very satistied and 34
percent were somewhat satisticd with the students. Employer

subsidies were a part of the pilot projects for training expenses

up to one-half of the wage. not to exceed $2,100 per student per
vear. However, eviluators concluded that these subsidies did not
genee positive outcomes commensurate with their cost. On
the whote, emplovers were more attracted by the programs” em-
phasis on sereening and tining of entry-level workers than they
were on the subsidies offered. Those emplovers who were most
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atracted by the cconomic incentive of the subsidies also tended 1o
provide the poorest training outcomes (Glover 198 ¢,

Understanding the dynamics of long-standing school-cmplover
partnerships would. undoubtedly, help inform the development of
the new school-to-work transition system envisioned by federal
policy makers. Yet, o review of past rescarch and literature failed
to uncover any recent studies (within the last 15 vears) that fo-
cused on issues surrounding emplover participation in co-op and
other established work-based learning programs—with the excep-
tion of evaluation of pilot in-school apprenticeship projects.

The most relevant study. a 1977 assessment ol cooperative edu-
cation, looked exclusively at postseconduary cooperative education
programs. This study surveved both participating and nonpartici-
pating employers. Interestingly. o large percentage of emiplovers
not participating ¢l percent), indicated that they would, if asked,
participate. Of those emplovers unwilling 1o participate. most cited
the lack of suitable job openings as the reason. A smaller percent-
age bedieved thai the costs would not make participation worth-
while.

By and large those employvers who did participate in coopera-

tive education programs were highly satisfied with the program.,
and about 10 percent indicated a willingness o expand their level
of participation. For-program directors, employer recruitment wis
cited as a frequent barrier to suceessfully implementing the pro-
gram. However, once programs were successtully implemented,
the recruitment of ciiplovers presented cither “some™ or “tittle”
difficubty ¢Frankel et al. 1977 Whether these findings might be
applicable to emplovers and programs at the secondary level has
not been previousiv explored.
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nfortunately, we know much less than we should about
emplover motivation (or lack of motivation) to participate in
work-based learning programs. A host of employer-focused issues
remain fargely undocumented: Why do they choose o participate?
What are the business incentives that make sense for them? How
sutisfied are they with rhe quality of students and their
relationship with the school? How much turnover is there among
participating emplovers?

The national framework proposed for the school-to-work svs-
tem features a work-based learning component as part of all local
school-to-work programs. While the design of this work-based
learning component will vary from state to state and community 1o
community. it will include in a/l cases the active participation of
employers. Emplovers will be called upon to help design and ad-
minister programs, develop job training plans, shape school cur-
ricula, and provide work experience and work-based learning.
Understanding how to recruit and Leep large numbers of employ-
ers involved is critical to:

e informing federal policy makers who will be providing guid-

ance nd leadership to the states

developing state and local policies that provide institutional
support for emplover participation

devising appropriate and necessary incentives

developing strategies Tor outreach and marketing to the em-
plover community. '
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A number of prominent organizations such as Jobs for the Fu-
wire. the Manpower Development Research Corporation. the Na-
tional Institute for Work and Learning of the Academy for
Educational Development. and individual experts are engaged in
various developmental and research activities relating to youth ap-
prenticeship and simifar student work-based learning programs.
These cfforts will undoubtedly vield a weslth of information on is-
sues relating to emplover participation, For example. Stephen and
Mary Agnes Hamilton. reporting on their first year of experience
in cstablishing a vouth apprenticeship program. maintain that
gaining employer participation was a significantly bigger challenge
than enlisting school support (Hamilton and Hamilton 1993).

However. most of these efforts are new. and even the longest
running of these new work-based learning programs have been in
operation tor only three years or less. Thas, it may be premature
to draw conclusions about large-scale emplover involvement in
work-based learning programs based on relatively short experi-
ences of demonstration programs.

For these reasons. we proposed to contribute to the expanding
body of knowledge in the ficld by providing insight on employer
participation from the perspective of long-standing
cmployer-school partnership programs that provide students with
substuntive work experience and learning at the work site. The
basic questions we believed required exploration were:

o What kinds of institutional support. public policies. and prac-

tices influence emplover decisions about participation?
What are the most significant factors that impact an
emplover’s decision to participate?

What are the benefits to the emplover for participating?
What are the characteristics of emplovers who participate?

What We Did: Study Methodology

The study had several basic components: a literature search:

in-person surveys ol school personnel and selected employers: a
phone survey of a Larger sample of emplovers: and participation in
the design of @ companion emplover focus group project. An
advisory group of experts in the field provided oversight and
guidance to this study. (See Appendix | for a list of members.)
This group hetped frame the research design, reviewed the survey
instruments, and provided input to this final report
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Additionally, the study is a part of the research program funded
by the 1S, Department of Education’s Office of Educational
Research and Improvement—the National Center on Educational
Quality of the Workforce (EQW) at the University of
Penasylivania—and has been informed by the work of related
studies fundod by EQW. The emplover focus groups were
conducted i the same cities in which this study conducted
interviews and surveved emplovers,

The following five metropolitan arcas were targeted for partici-
pation in the school and the cmployer surveyvs (hoth in-person
and by phoney:

o Atlanta. Georgia

e Indianapolis, Indiana

¢ Pittsburgh. Pennsy lvania

¢ Phoeniv, Arizona

¢ Portland. Oregon,

These communities are ones in which EQW s focusing a range
of rescarch activities. The mix ol industries within these metropali-
tan arcas provides a fairly representative sample of the size and
tvpes of firms within the American cconomy.

survey information from two additional sites—=York, and Harris-
burg. Pennsvivania—was wlso included in the analvsis. These two

sites were first used as test sites for the school and the emplover
survey collection instruments, However, when it became clear that
these sites could add value to the quality and depth of information
gathered. they were added 1o the survey sample,

We relicd upon state and local contacts 10 identify specific
school sites 1o include in the study, As a guide. we asked that our
contacts attempt to identify schools with programs that substan-

tially incorporate at least some of these core components:

o the establishment tor cach student of a training plan that
identities learning objectives and both general
work-readiness and specific occupational competencies that
the student will acquire
the provision of close supervision of the student at the
work-site
close and frequent coordination hetween the school and the
work-site
periodic evaluation of the student's progress in mecting
learning objectives
paid work expernence.
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It was the fast factor—paid work cxpcricncc—‘lh;u we consid-
ered 1o be the key trigger. since a central focus of the study is to
understand what benefits employers perceived were accrued
through participation in a program requiring the payment of a wage.
Accordingly. most but not all of the programs studied included the
paid work component. It was also determined that the focus
should be on work-based programs for students still in high
school, since this level of education is the current focus of
school-to-work initiatives.

.The Schools We Interviewed

A total of 18 secondary schools were included in the survey (see
Table 1), The interviews were conducted in-person during the
period of February through May 1993, with one exception. Each
school site received the school survey instrument in advance (see
Appendix 23 and determined the staff who would participate in the
intervicws. The position of staff who were interviewed varied from
site 1o site. but always included the program coordinator and often
included one or more school staff members, Circumstances dictated
that one school interview be conducted by phone. supplemented
by a school-completed survey instrument and printed material,

The schools represented a mix of both urban and suburban
sites. One school located 30 mites outside of Pittsburgh was in an
essentially rural arca. Comprehensive high schools, full-time voca-
tional technical schools, part-time vocational ‘technical schools and
one alternative vocational school were all included in the sample.
Student enrollment ranged from a low of 240 to a high of 3.400.
The mix of grade levels ranged from 9 through 12 to 11th and {2th
grades only. The alternative school was ungraded but accepted stu-
dents between the ages of 10 and 21 who were previously unsuc-
cessful in a more traditional high school.

Most of the programs that were inchuded in the study were a
form of cooperative education. since these are the type of pro-
grams most tikely to meet the criteria for employer participation.
Several other program models that involved substantial employer
participation were also included: one tinancial services academy,
one vocational mentoring program. one site which used unpaid in-
ternships in connection with 6 of 13 career clusters taught at the
school, and one “Partnership Project” designed to address the
necds of an at-risk student poputation.
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Table 1. Characteristics of Schools and Programs Studied*

School/School Type Enroliment % inPaid  Program  Grade Level
Work-Bssed Tvpe for Most

Program Work-Based
Program

Participation

Atlanta North Spring H.S /Comp. HS.! 1,000 Co-op 12
Therrell H.S./Comp. H S. 1.150 Co-op, App. 12
Miiton H S /Comp H.S 1.450 Co-op 12

Indianapolis  Arsenal H.S /Comp H.S. 2.200 Co-op. Internship 11
Arlington H S./Comp H S 1.600 Co-op 11,12

Warren Central H.S./Comp. H.S. 1,900 Co-op 11,12
(Walker C-neer Center}

Harrisburg/  Dauphin County Vocational 780 Co-op 12
York Technical School/

Comp Vo-Tech?

York County Vocationa! 1.050 . Co-op

Technical Schosl/

Comp Vo-Tech

“hoenix Maryvale H S /Comp H S. 2.000 Co-op

Deer Valfey Vocationa! 600 Co-op
Technical Center/
Comp. Vo-Tech

GitbertH S /Comp H S 3,400 Cao-op

Pittsburgh Parkway West School/ 520 Co-op
. Part-time Vo-Tech

Butler County Area 759 Co-op
Vocational Technical School/

Vo-Tech

Beaver County Area 630 Co-op
Vocational Technical School/

Vo-Tech

Portland Vocational Village H S / 240 6.3 Co-op 12
Alternative H S.
Grant H.S /Comp H S 1.500 47 Co-op 11,12
Jefferson H'S /Comp HS 1,100 45"  Co-opand 12
Fin Services Acad

Owen Sabin Occupational 1,000 Work Experience/ 11, 12
Skills Center/ Internships
Part-time Vo-Tech

* Only programs with paid work-based learning ‘ Comprehensive High School
** Co-op only ¢ Comprehensive Vocational Technical School
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The Employers We Surveyed
How We Identified Employers

Each school site was asked to provide a listing of participating
employers who could be included in the survey sample. In most
cuses, the individual schools were able to accommodate our
request. However, in Portland and Phoenix the employers' fistings
were organized on a district-wide basis. In Indianapolis the district
maintains an inventory, but the school staff is responsible for
developing the list. For these cities the employer listing
represented schools throughout the district. Procedures for
program operation in these cities were also fairly
well-standardized throughout the school district.

How the Interviews Were Done

The vast myjority of the employer interviews were conducted
through a phone survey. However, in cach site, at least two
employer interviews were conducted in-person. In sum, 21
emplovers were interview ed in-person across the five metropolitan
arcas. including York, and Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, The purposes
for these in-person interviews were to enable project staff to:
e Better understand the employers' relationship to school
personnel
e Provide a concerete frumework for hoth designing the tele-
phone survey and analyzing the results.

The phone interviews were conducted by the University of
Indiana’s Center for Survey Research. (See Appendix 3 for the em-
ployer telephone survey guide and Appendix + for the in-person
interview questions.) A listing of 4126 emplovers was provided to
the Center for Survey Rescarch. An introductory letter, explaining
the purpose of the interview and soliciting firm participation, was
mailed to cach emplover on the list. Pretest interviews were con-
ducted first. and then necessary modifications were made to the
survey instrument. The surveys were conducted during the sum-
mer of 1993 tsee Table 2 for disposition). The average interview
length was A4 minutes.

Of the 270 emplover interviews, we were able to gather com-
plete survey information from 224 of those sampled. EQW staff
analyzed the data using SAS software,
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43
62
18
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Table 2. Disposition of Employer Interviews

Compieted interviews
Refused to be interviewed {after 2 attempts to convert)

Presistently unavailable for interviewing (at least 6 call-back attempts made}
Away during the survey period, iilness, disability

Inappropriate listing

Organizations not found or not in business

Cases not interviewed at program’s request

Non-working number

Organization hsted twice

Incomplete interview

RIC

What Kind of Employers Did We Interview?

As illustrated. the emplovers who were interviewed represent all

mujor industry groups. Because the sample size was small, we
cannot assert that our sample is representative of the actual

composition of firms in cach industry in cach area. A comparison

of the employers we surveyed with national Census Bureau

busines
and ma

that ma

s establishment data suggests that employers in the services
nufacturing industries are over-represented in our sample.
However, the rank order of the industries are essentially the same
(see Table 3 for that order): of the top five, the only difference is
nufacturing and construction switch places. As might be
expected. the furgest percentage of employers interviewed was in

the service sector. This is consistent with general lubor market

trends,
organiz

the kinds of jobs traditionally available for vouth, and the

ation of the work-hased learning programs.

Table 3. Distribution of Employers by Industry

Industry Surveyed Employers Percent of Total Sites
Services 94 425
Retail 48 217
finance/Insurance/Real Estate 25 13
Manufacturing 19 86
Construction 12 54
Wholesale 10 45
Pubtic Administration 4 18
Transport/Communication 4 18
Utilities 3 14
Agriculture 2 09
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Employers of all sizes participated in this study. As illustrated in
Figure 1, there was some variation across sites in the percentage
of large employers included in the study. In Oregon, 45 percent of
those included were establishmerits of 100 or more employees. We
do not believe that this percentage is representative of the em-
ployer universe that participates in work-based learning programs
in Oregon but rather is a function of the sampling. In other sites,
large employers represented 20 percent or tess of the sample,

At other end of spectrum, very small establishments (i.c.. those
employing 9 individuals or less) represented about the same per-
centages as large firms, ranging from about one-fifth to about
one-third of the emplovers sampled.

As part of the interviews, employers were asked about changes
in employment levels over the last three years. While it is not sur-
prising that few employers with declining employment levels were
among these interviews, it is more surprising that few employers
with expanding employment levels were included. Each group
was comprised of approximately the same pereentage of the
sample. The vast majority of emplovers interviewed reported
stable employment levels over the last several vears.

Figure 1. Distribution of Work-Site Learning by Level of Employment

. -

Atlanta  Harsburg/ Indianapohs Phoenix  Pittsburgh  Port'and
York
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FINDINGS

ow the Work-Based Learning Programs Were
Organized by the Schools

At the sites visited. the programs were most typically organized
around broad occupational or industry themes. This approach wias
particularly evident in comprehensive high schools. Although
Labeled differently, clusters tended to be similar and focused on
occupations which have vaditionally not required substantial
amounts of post-high school formal education. For instance, the
most common clusters were around office occupations. health
care. retail marketing, and industrial occupations Gwhich included
manufacturing and skilled trades). However, the extent to which
clusters were offered varied among sites visited.

At Therrel High School in Atlanta, a comprehensive high
school. cooperative education was offered for students interested
in marketing and business oceupations, while at Deer Valley High
schoal in Phoenix. a part-time vocational technical school. coop-
crative education was offered in health care and ~diversified” oc-
cupations. “Diversilied™ is @ term used to signily that there is no
specific occupational organization: ruther, students had the oppor-
tnity to receive credit for their work experience inany approved
oceupaton. )

Clustering in comprehensive high schools usually meant that
students who participated ina co-op cluster also ook vocational
courses retated to that cluster. In some cases, students were re-

19
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quired to have completed at least one elective course in the re-
lated field prior to receiving a referral tor a related work experi-
ence. n theory, this approach fosters matching students with
career interests. However. since these courses were tied 1o “elee-
tive™ subjects. there wis no assurance that a student had given
thought to cureer preferences prior to choosing the elective
course or that the choice was made atter the student received ca-
reer guidance.

It is important to note that, in the comprehensive high schools
we visited, curriculum is not organized around any focused pro-
gram of study. Thus, students tend not to be confronted with the
need to focus on “what will happen next™ in their lives. Because
we did not include student interviews as part of this study there
wis no way to ascertain whether, in fact, stadents were pursuing
career interests or merely completing reguirements for gradua-
tion.

Nonetheless, schools did attempt 1o provide a connection be-
tween the workplace and the classroom through related voca-
tional classes. In Phoenix. in addition 1o any related vocational
course. students took a related theory cliass, This course stressed
job-readiness and other generic job skills to assist the student in
successtully completing their work experience.

Because vocational technical schools are organived around oc-
cupational themes. there was a greater likelihood that students®
work experiences were directly related to their career interests or
majors. For instance. classes at the Sabin Skills Center in Portland
were organized around 13 occupational clusters. Six of these
clusters included unpaid. short-term internships as an integral
part of the program of study. Students completed several
nine-week rotations with emplovers in occupations that related
directly 1o their field of study. similarly. students in the York
County and Dauphin County comprehensive vocditional technical
schools were referred only o cooperative education work place-
ments that related to their cluster of stady. Tn the Adanta sites
cach of the schools were participating in a state-detined program
that includes government-supported. paid work-experience for
individuals who are two vears behind in grade Tevel There is a
clear distinction between job placement services for students be-
ing puaid by the emplover and those being paid by the govern-
ment: prior course work was required for those participating in
most of the co-op phicements and there was no such criteria for
those in the “remedial” program.
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How Were the Work-Based Learning Programs
Administered?

At cach school site. school stalf were assigned responsibility for
administering the work-hased learning programs. so that
individuals within the school district were responsible for all
aspects of the emplover partnership. including work-based
learning. Unlike some of the newer vouth apprenticeship modets,
in which a third party handles much of the emplover-school
linkage activity, refated activities such as emplover recruitment,
student referral. and monitoring of the work experience were all
performed by school personnel.

For many of the school staff assigned 1o the sk, administering
these programs was only a part of their jobs, In a number of
sites—uvpically the comprehensive high schools—the staft were
teachers who also shoulder responsibility for teaching the voca-
tional classes. In Atlanta, some accommodations were made by ex-
tending the teacher’s paid contract time by one month and by
longer paid hours cach school dav.

In some sites. the stadt also had responsibility for administering
other special, school-based programs, typically ones targeted to
disadhantaged students. For example. the position title of the co-
operative education coordinator at one of the part-time voca-
tional technical schools is “Special Population Coordinator.”

In Phoenix. the cooperative education position for school
teachers comprise only hall” of their time. In addition, these teach-
ers conduct the related theory and vocational classes in their arca
of expertise. However, within the district there are full-time coop-
erative cducation positions dedicated to working with the Largér
cmplovers who reeruit students from throughout the school dis-
trict. These positions coordinate recruitment and referrals from
high schools throughout the District. Onee students are placed,
the home-school teacher is expected to monitor the students” work
performance.

In Portland. two of the comprehensive high schools visited
shared one teacher coordinator. This teacher had access to i cen-
tradized listing of emplovers to help make referrals and entered all
job plicements in the centralized data base. The number of stu-
dents imvolved in cooperative education fluctuates over the course

of the school vear, but. on average. this one individual manages a
case load of about 1 students, divided between the two schools.,
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In contrast. at the comprehensive vocational technical schools
in York and Harrisburg, cach school has two full-time cooperative
cducation coordinators whose sole responsibility is administering
all aspects of the program. Each of these individuals manages a
ciuse load of about 35 students.

How Were Employers Recruited?

From the emplovers interviewed. we learned that emplovers—
including larger firms—mostly take only one or two students at a
time. Only a very small percentage of employers take four or
more students at a time, Similarlys emplovers—including the
Lirger emplovers—tend to form partnerships only with a single
schoal,

Given the limited time most of the school staff had available
for cmiplover recruitment and the fact that most emplovers partici-
pate with only one or two students at a time. finding suitable job
slots for students would seem 1o he o significant problem in ad-
ministrating these programs. In fact, this wasn’t necessarily the
case. School ~taff used a variety of methods, mostly informal. 1o
identify emplovers for possible referral. School staff across all
sites maintined a roster of cimplovers whom they could solicit.
The histmg was an inventory of emplovers who had participated
AU some time inat least the Tast several vears, School staff said
that about half of the emiplovers on this list participate every vear.

Responses from the emplover interview s tended 1o support the
school stft's perception of a high turnover rate wmong participat-
ing emplovers. Emplovers were asked specifically how many ‘
vears their firm had participated in this parinership program. OFf
the 221 emiplovers interviewed, 190 emplovers, or about 88 per-
cent, actually participated in the current school year, OF the 196,
about one fourth were participating for the first time,

Word of mouth. wlephone, and in-person contacts were the
medans most often used toidentify emplover referrals, In some
cises, the students Tound the job on their own and then worked
with school officials o receive cooperative education credit for
the work experience. This was particularhy likely to oceur in those
programs that were not organized around a particular occeupa-
tional Cluster or program of study.
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One school district did have a centralized emplover recruitment
effort. In Portland. the district coordinator for cooperative educi-
tion indicated that during the 1991-1992 school vear the district
had a position dedicated to emplover recruitment. She felt that
this position had been effective. indicated by the drop in the num-
ber of available employer placements during the next school vear
after the recruiter had left (hecause of budget problems the posi-
tion wasn't refilled),

Across the sites. school staft tended to indicate that emplover
recruitment was not a significant problem and that there were
generally enough emplover slots for the referral of eligible stu-
dents, Ata suburban Atlanta school i a tight labor market area.
one of the teachers said that i the student “has a pulse™ and can
be counted on to appear when expected. the emplover will take
them upon referral of the teacher. While confirming that he had
few recruitment problems, a coordinator in suburban Indianapolis
indicated that continuity was a problem: turnover of emplovers
and of their supervisory stalfs made i difficult 1o improve the
quality of placements by teaming students with experienced em-
plovers and supervisors,

One of the Phoenix schools we visited did have emplover re-
cruitment problems. The coordinator reported that hospital place-
ments were difficult to procure because hospitals in the area
would not hire anvone under the age of 18, There is also o strong
tradition within the health care industey of cooperating with ac-
credited educational agencies in the training of students through
the use of unpaid internships through post-secondary institutions.
which no doubt influenced the Phoenix hospital recraitment poli-
cies {for entrv-level workers.

We found additional exceptions at the two part-time vocational
schiools outsicde of Pittsburgh. At both schools. stalf indicated that
the poor cconomy had resulted in a decline in emplover slots.
However. at both of these schools, the cooperative education po-
sitions were only part-fime and. consequently, very little time was
devoted to emplover recruiiment. These part-time schools seemed
to exhibit a reluctance 1o release students for cooperative educa-
tion placements, because they would not be enrolled in any voca-
tional courses. All the students” course work would be in
academic subjects at their home high schools. In one school. the
coardinator stated a belief that the student would learn more in
the vocational class than at the work sjte
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How Were Students Selected for the Work-Based
Learning Programs? :

In some areas, difficultios in student recruitment overshadowed
problenis with employer recruitment. The schools visited tended
to have basic entry requirements for participation in the program.
Depending upon the school, these requirements served o linit
the number of students in the program. even when the
requirements seemed rather minimal.

In most schools, only seniors enrolled in the work-based com-
ponents of these programs. A number of school stalt indicited that
the basic requirements for graduation precluded students from
having the time to participate during school hours. In Portland.
ith-grade students were eligible to participate in cooperative
cducation placements but only aiter school hours, Only students
in the 12th grade were cligible for release from school. In Atlntr,
Fhth graede students were theoretically cligible, but in practice
cliass schedules precluded students from participation until the
12th grade.

Students at the end of the Tl grade or at the beginning ol the
12th grade can normally apply to participate in these work-hased
learning programs. For the Financial Services Academy at fefterson
High school in Portland. students enter in the 9th grade calthough
the work experience component doesn’t begin until the summer
between the T and P2 gradey after applying and successfully
completing a rigorous selection process.

in Phoenix. only students “on trick 1o graduate” may participate
in cooperative education. While this seems like a nvinamal require-
ment. cooperitive education coordinators indicated that it very much
limited the pool F applicants. so that in some yedrs it was difficult

o el ene for the required related theory class.
In Indian: rdinators tricd. by reviewing students’

academic and Ccords, 1o sereen students Lo assure

that they would o roblems at the site. Fhis tended 1o

keep students witle less than a "Baverage {from reveiving a place:
ment. Interestingly, the one coordinator who did not screen in this
way reported that problems often occur with students but felr that
it was the coordinator's role to provide placements to those who
needed them,

In other sites. students were reqguived to have nrintained o
specified grade average cusually o €7 have good attendance
records, and teceive the recommendation of their vocational edu

3




Findings

cation teacher. Students were eligible for both course work and in-
ternships at the Sabin Skills Center's Applicd Information Systems
Program in their junior vear upon completing a keyboarding class tor
demonstrating the ability o type 10 words per minute). having a ~C”
or better in English, and expressing interest in business office carcers.

How Was the Work-Based Learning Structured?

In essence, work-based tearning may be distinguished from work
experience or a paid, part-time job by the structure surrounding
the experience and how it relates to the student’s classroom
studies. Structure is imposed by procedures and forms that govern
the work site placement. Typically. these procedures and forms
are district-wide and include:

o formal training agreement that outlines roles and responsi-
bilities of the student. the school. and the employer and is
endorsed by all parties. including. in some communities. the
student’s parents
a training plan that identifies fearning objectives and or com-
petencies the student should acquire
a formal process. usually a form. for employers o evaluate
the student's performance on the job
regularly scheduled on-site monitoring visits to the
emplover's place of business,

Table +illustrates required procedures for cach school program.
students commonly provide some kind of feedback to the school.
They usually must report on the houars they worked and may also
be required to.in some form. summarize what they did or what
they Tearned. For example, industrial cooperative education stu-
dents at Gilbert High School in the Phoenix area complete a
weekhy report that meludes hours worked and asks the students to
relate any problems that could be addressed in class as well as o
identity new learning and rebated studies. At Walker Career Center
in suburban Indianapolis, marketing co-op students write a briel
narrativ e about their work experiences for the week. These sjour-
nal entries” help the coordinator keep up-to-date on how the
phicement is workimg.

W hile these Torms and procedures are prescribed. school stalf
who are particularly strapped for time are not always able to fol-
low establishicd methadology . I several sites, those inteviewed

4
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Table 4. Features of Work-Based Learning Programs

School Signed  Traimng Formal On-site
Training Plan Evaluation  Monitoring
Agreement

North Sor«g High Schoor

Therreil High Schoot

Milten High School

Arsenal High School

Arlington High Schoo!

Warren Central High School
{Walker Career Center)

Dauphi Counrty Vocatignal Technica! Scheol

York County Vocationa! Technica! School

Maryvate High Schogt

Deer Valiey Vocational Techmical Center

Gitbert High Schooi

Parkway West School (Co-ap)

Butler County Area Vocationa! Technical Schoot
{Co-op)

Beaver County Area Vocational Techmica' School

Vocatonal Village High Scnool

Grant Hgh Schoo!

Jetferson High Schoat (F:nancial Academy)

Ower Sabw Occupational Skills Cenier
{Internsh-p!

NOTE For schoois where there s more 1han one type of program coordmator—co-op. academy,
etc —the program in parentheses indicates the one for which features are histed

admitted that they really did not have time to make employer site
visits or to complete individual learning plans for all students,
Another related indicator is the frequency of personal contact be-
tween school staff and the emplover. Again. there was a dichotomy
Detween school procedures and emplover responses. Al sites had
procedures which established a frequency and method for contact-
ing the emplover—iuvpically in-person at the work site—to assess
the student's progress at the work site. Emplovers. when asked
how often school stafl contacted them cither by phone or in-per-
son, provided i wide rnge of responses. Most emplovers (93 per-
cent) reported that school stadf had contacted them at feast onee
during the school vear, However. almost 20 percent of emplovers
reported speaking with school staff only once or twice during the
school vear, Another 25 pereent reported three or four contacts
during the school vear, with the remaining emplovers reporting nu-
merous—tive or more—contacts between them and the sehoof,
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Responses from the emplover sample seemed to reinforee the
information we gathered from school staff. Emplovers were asked
2 series of questions that related o the structure of the work site
experience. Questions were asked about the use of a signed train-
ing agreement, a written training plan. formal evaluation of stu-
dents” experience as well as less formalized arrangements such as
assignment of a mentor to the student and task rotation.

As illustrated in Table 5. emplovers were for the most part
aware of their role in formally evaluating the student's perfor-
nance for the school. While the percent of positive responses var-
icd considerably across sites. in general there was a higher
pereentage of positive responses for the less formalized arrange-
ments. such as provision of a workplace mentor and periodic rotd-
tion of assignments and tasks. When asked about formal training
agreements and especially training plans. the pereentage of posi-
tive responses was considerably smaller. For example. although
more than 80 percent of the programs reported having o written
training plan. an average of 50 percent of the employers re-
sponded positively 1o o guestion about whether the school had
such a plan for cach student.

The emplover responses and the remarks of school staff suggest
that for many students. the placement provided them with work
experience but not a lot of formal on-the-job training. Not surpris-
ingly. the interview data suggests informality in the work site ex-

Table 5. Employers’ Understanding of Work-Based Learning

School Atlanta  Harns  Indianapohs Phoenix  Pittsburgh  Portland
York

Does the school require the

students to sigh a tramng

agreement? 1000

Does the school have a
written traiming plan? 667

Do the stadenis have a
workplace mentor?

Are the students rotated to
tiiterent posit.ons o1 tasks?

Is there a formal method for
evaluating the students” work
performance for the schools?
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perence is more prevalent among snudler emplovers, While
more than half of cmplovers with 30 workers or more reported
that the sehool used @ written taining plan. Tess than 10 pureent
al cmployers of 19 or fess reported doing so

Attitudes Surrounding Employer Participation

Why Do Employers Participate?

Emplovers to whon we spoke gave these, and many other.
reasons why they initidly decided o participate in a
wark hased Tearning programe:

“Commnnity Participetion”
HHike to belpy caung peaple.”

It makes the compenny look good =
"Ity a good recruiting tool "

The two overarching reasons why employers participate e to
perlorm e community service or to reeruit eniry-level workers,
The emplovers in our survey overws helmingly agreed that these
staements reflected their view points. Emplovers of all sizes
tended 1o magree™ or sstrongly agree” with hoth of these
cattonafes. 1 should be noted that when asked specilicaliyv if
any students continued 1o work e the firm after the program
ended. 129 of those intern jewed provided an altfirmative
TeSpOnse,

Ananeadote from one of the in-person cmployer interview s
helps toallustrate cmplover views on the recruitment ol new
workers: A nnager of o Large car dealership service center re-
ported that his organization hud been participating in co-op
cducation programs for more than 10 yvears, e indicued that
the company benefited trom interacting with students when
they Tirst start working o that the company can mold them and
train theme fn his view. more experienced workers - even those
with occupanonal credentials - alwavs brought with them nega-
e “haggage.” These stitements are quite .an mnteresting con
trast 1o the more prevalent cmplover view ol not wanting (o
hire workers who do not have work experience.

Asdlustrated m Figure 20 cmplovers, parucalarly those fram
Lirger establishments, tended to agree that they were motivated
by interest i performing o community service In fact, large
cimplovers e generally most concerned about actively project
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Figure 2 Employers Participating to Perform a Community Service
By Size of Establishment
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ing a positive image throughout the community. This is not the
primary motivation for all large employers, however. In one of our
in-person interviews in Atlant we were told of the Federal Avia-
tion Administration’s experience with alarge. long-term co-op
program that has been the source of 23 percent of their total re-
gional workforee for several years. Over its 20 vears ol existence il
has been eviluated several times and found to be cost-effective as
a4 recruitment vehicle because it decreases turnover.,

When emplovers were asked to elaborate on their responses.
the more specilic motivating factors became obvious. A sizable
percentage. more than 23 pereent of those CXPressing vicws, were
quite forthright in saying this partnership wis away to fill
part-time positions. A few even said that this was i way to get
good, Tower paid part-time help.

Clearly for most employers, the prospedt ol financial assistanee
Was ot : motivating factor. Yery few ol the employers inter-
view ed had receiv ed any form of financial aid. No cmployer re-
ported receiving any wage subsidy, and only g few took

advantage of the Targeted Job Tas Credit CEITC.

11
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Are Students Viewed as Productive Workers?

The emplover who made the following comment expressed the

sentiments of the overs helming majorin of emplovers included in
Our survesy:

“haitially e probably hrealk ceen.
but as the stident progresses
then the company sterts (o make money.”

Ninety pereent of the emplovers surveved said they either agree”
or “strongly agree” that students are productive workers (see
Figure 31 Emplovers indicating that they were well-satisficd with
the students they hired reinforces this view .

When asked whether they were satislied with the school's abil-
ity 1o provide students with the skills they necded. 86 percent of
the employers indicated ti they were satisficd. Seventy pereent
of the cmiplovers reported no significant problems with the stu-
dents. Among those emplovers who reported that ihere were
problems with the students. most felt the sehool had taken steps
to satsfuctorily resolve the problems,

Figure 3 Employers Agree Students Are Productive Workers

Sereqy Semienehat Ne:thes Somewhit Strangly
{isagrer ) sarpree Agree Agieve
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Why Don’t Employers Do More?

Einployer responses indicate that these arrangements are a “good
deat” for the emplover. Because schools apply progriame-entry

criteria 1o students Gsome more rigorous than othersy, they are

acting as screening agents 1o send employers students with skills

who can become productive workers for the employver. The

wreening function that the school performs provides employers

with a service that they would otherwise fultilh themselves or hire

an cmployment services firm to undertake.

Given that emplovers believe these programs are a good “deal.”

we wondered why employers don't tike on more students. In fact,

a surprisingly high percentage of enplovers expressed bhoth a will-

ingness and an expectation of expanding their participation. When

asked whether they would consider expanding their participation
in this program over the nest two vedrs, about 15 pereent of peur-
ticipating employers responded positively, OF the 35 percent who
responded negativeh s the most likely reason wais simphy the kick
of work available.

Interestingly . issues that are frequently aised as likely impedi-
ments o the expansion of student work-hased learning pro-
grams—child labor kiw. workers” compensation. and health and
safety——were of concern to relatively few employers. The produc-
tivity of the students wis of consequence 1o about one-third of the
emplovers who had decided not to expand their participation,

Why Don’t Employers Participate?

Of the 28 carrently nonparticipating cmplovers in our survey
smple who lad previously participated. only two cmplovers
expressed dissatisfaction with the school program. Two emplovers
(possibly the samie ones expressing dissatisfaction with the school
program) expressed dissatisfaction with the students” work
pertornamee. The remaining employers cither could not give a
reason for nonparticipation or indicated that the school did not
live o student available to refer CHE responses). Most of the
cmplovers 2oy said they were cither “veny satisficd™ or “somew hat
catisticd™ with their experience with the school.

One mteresting slkant on this issue came from one of the
in-person ciployer interview s=—a Lirge banking corporation tha
took on approvimately "o stadents each year. Among those imter-
viewed was g former co-op student with this bank who was now
pursuing . career with thens Over the Tast several vears. she had
worked with co op students, She expressed the view tiat the stu-
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dents now weren't as well prepared as she and her peers. One spe-
cific complaint was that the students “lacked initiative.” She also in-
dicated that the coordination with the teacher could be improved.
and that she seldom had any contact with the sehool, Tn her view.,
the bunk would continue participation regardless of the quality of
the students and the program because the bank felt a commitment
o the community. It should be noted that her rationale does not re-
flect the consensus of the other in-person emplover interviews, who
on the whole were positive regarding the students and the pro-
grams. There is another set of views concerning why emplovers do
nol want to participate in work-based learning programs.

EQW. in co-operation with TEL. conducted focus groups of ¢m-
plovers who huad not participated in these Kinds of partnership pro-
grams. These focus groups were held in five of the same sites as
this study—Atlunta. Indianapolis. Pittsburgh. and Phocnis—along
with three additional sites: Cleveland, Ohio: Eugene, Oregon: and
fthaca. NY. Each was composed of representatives from between
seven and twenty firms. both large and small. Their attitudes to-
wards students and towards participating in work-based learning
programs contrasted sharply with the cmplovers in our sample. in-
cluding the smadl number who had not participated during the Tast
school vear.

Those emplovers who attended the focus groups—almost exclu-
sively emiplovers who have never participated in a work-based
learning program—espressed extremely negative views about hoth
students and high schools. According to these emplovers. “Young
people fack discipline: they espect to be catered to: they don't want
to do the dirty jobs: they don’t respect authority”™ (Zemsky 1994,
Opinions were also expressed about the students” basic skills:
“Noung people Tack commemication skills: they are neither numerate
nor literate: they can’t make change: they don't understand the im-
portance of providing customer service™ (Zemsky 199 1,

U is not possible 1o reconcile these two “polar extrenies” regard-
ing emplover apinions from the available data, Clearly, many of the
cmplovers who participated in the focus groups Tave had experi-
ence with voung workers, perhaps hired through newspaper adds
for “vouth labor market™ jobs. which are almost by their nature de-
signed as Tow wage high turnover positions: ITn contrast. the find-
ings from the structured survevs with emplovers who have
participated in some forme of program suggest a stry-it-vou-will-
like-it” response. Time and more experience will have o help sort
out this obvious puradox Teis dear that perceptions matter and the
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perceptions from the focus groups cannot be ignored by schools
and organizations wlio need to develop school-to-work programs.

Pulling It All Together

The intormation cathered from the 18 school sites, combined with
the cmplover interviews, provides a wealth of information about
how these work-based programs operate and about emplovers’
attitucdes tow ards them. We have Liid out these findings in detail
above, The following is a sumnnry of some key points that
emerged from these findings

School Sites

With respect to the sehool sites, we fearned that:

o in addition to programs including work-based learning. cach
chool tended 1o have several occupation-focused progems
without a work-based learning component. vet the progranms
are not mter-connected
the occupational clustering was more likely 1o be a tunction
of teaching-staff availability rather than any deliberate anmaly -
sis of the sarrounding labor market
the programs are institutionalized within the school environ:
ment but in nost sites are not i significant priority. as evi-
denced by the resources allocated for them—indeed. they
seem o lave survived yvears of inattention,

School-to-Work Relationships
With respect o school to-work retationships, we learned that:

e the extent to which students learn occupationsspecitic skills
varies gredatly among worly sites:
despite the Lick of organized and focused emplover recruit-
ment efforts. the schools are generally able to place all par-
tcipating students in these small programs
the mportance of the student sereening funciion performed
by the schools should not be anderalued
there was gredter assuranee that the work-based learning is
ticd 1o the student's career pathein the comprehensive vocoa-
tonal technical schools or m an occupation-focused program
as progrants become well-established. emplover recraitment
heconmes less ol anissue
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Our findings thus confirm the findings of the 1977 study on em-
pl()}'cr recruitment in p().\ln\'cu)nd;lr}' Co-0op programs we cited
carlicr. Tt may well be that the newer forms of work-based learn-
ing programs. which have indicated some difficulty in finding em-
plovers. simplhy need more time.

Employers

With respect to emplovers, we learned that:
e contrary to popular beliet. emplovers participating in these
programs are pleased with the qualiny of students
cmplovers believe the students are productive workers
w hile community service Gand. perhaps. being perceived as
performing a community service) is a strong motisation for
emplovers, the significant business operations reason—re-
cruitment of entry-level emplovees—is at least as strong a
motivation
nuny emplovers do not understand the elements of
work-based learning

very few emplovers cite child Libor ks or worker compen-
sation as issues affecting their decisions about panicipation.




IMPLICATIONS FOR GOING TO SCALE
OR
WHAT DOES ALL THIS MEAN¢

“We need more programs like this for young Rids.
[ think all (high ) schools should participate in them”

—an Indianapolis emplover

¢ are. as a4 nation. willing experimenters: there are always

demonstration projects underway somewhere in our schools. such
as current vouth apprenticeship and carcer academy projects.
When federal support is provided. even for a limited amount of
time. there will most often be a program effort left in place. as is
the case with the cooperative education program. We do not lack
examples of good programs and proof that it is possible to engage
employers in some form of school-to-work collaboration. All over
the country there are small programs which stand as testaments 1o
this fact.

vet. in the end. the central question hecomes: "Citn we go to
seale?” This concern returns us to one of the major concerns of
the authors of The Forgotten Half- They. as well as others, have
made the challenge to school boards. school teachers. administra-

tors. state officials in several different depantments. employers.
employer organizations. and employee organizations 1o alter al-
most one-hundred years of practice. The challenge is 1o provide a
substantially different mode of learning for at least one halt of our
voung people—not just one or two pereent. How 1o "go o scale”
is the focus of our recommendations.
The recommendations hinge on the role of the employer and
are geared to help:
[ Federal. state. dand local program implementors—since the
answer to the question of going to scale is, to a large degree,
dependent upon the development of a new “mainstreamed”
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cducation and training infrastructure. which includes a per-
manent and substantal role for emplovers. i

2. Emplayer-based organizations—since it will be necessary o
create efficient and effective methods to support the expan-
sion of work-based learning opportunities for students.

We have recognized from the outset that other researchers and
those involved in demonstration projects are all contributing 1o the
enhancement of the knowledge base about how to improve
schiool-to-work transition opportunities. We recognize the critical
contributions that unions. community-based organizations. ¢m-
ploviment and trtining providers, and others must plav in the de-
velopment of a ~full scale™ injtative. Yet. our focus of studv—the
emplovers and the organizational relationships between them and
key educational institutions—remains at the core of determining
succeess for going to scale. 1 adso remains the biggest -it.”

o
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RECOMMENDATIONS

uch of what follow s 1s not bold. glamorous, or particularly

difficult 1o coneeptualize. Mucel can be achieved through wsolid
strategic planning process which engages all of the stakeholders in
the process. not just through endless mectings but through a
process that efficientls involves individuals and organizations. For
the system to go to scale, this process needs 1o recognize that
unges must occur in schools. Tocal sehool districts, Tocal
conuunity collaborative organizations, cmployer organizations.,
and multiple worksites across the country. Much of this process
can he categorized as recognizing the aced to change the “habits
of the mind.” ,

One broad recommendation is to constinct the prograimn Lo sifr-
port the roles of all the critical players. Implementation is ulti-
mately a local happening. but this does not mean all
implementation strategies are best organized only at the focal
level, The recommendations in this section are designed 1o recog-
nize those Tunctions that require external support as well as those
that must occur within local schools and worksites

How Public Institutions Should Foster and Support
Employer Involvement in Work-Based Learning

In order o create for the ink between the workplace o the

lassroom teae hers and school administrativ e staft need to e
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involved in work-bused learning program design and delivery. The
question is: "What are the most effective and efficient wavs for
this to occur?”

Build ca national support structure to develop materials for use
in classroom and work-site.

Curriculum frameworks are not developed most

cost-cffectively on a school-by-school basis. on a
district-by-district basis. and in this arena probably not even
on the state fevel. We'should take a lesson from academices
te.g.. mathematics and science) and develop national volun-
tary content standards and suggested curriculum frameworks.
National teacher and administrator professional membership

organizations should be asked to work with employer groups
to assist in the identification of content standards and "hest
practices.” Such frameworks can then be adapted for use by
the states and localities. A beginning step to develop this ca-
pacity would be for the federal government to support col-
laborative projects between skill standards projects and
organizations linked to the classroom. This support would
start to build the curricular framew orks and instructional ma-
terials in broad occupational clusters. Without such an effort,
the linkage to create portable eredentials referenced in the
new legislation will languish.

Take the learning plan seriously: focus on workplace
redquirements.

Howas clear from the majority of emplover responses to this
survey that training plans were not considered to be a seri-
ous tool. Tt was also clear that, with a lew exceptions,
schools did not use the plans as an instructional tool. This
represents i lost opportunity and is an example of the dis-
connection between the workplace and the school.

Each student, regardiess of academic ratings, eventually
needs to learn several categories of skills within a hicrarchy
in order to be successful in the labor market. These include
learning how to apply what is imparted in the classroom in a
work setting: cognitive abilities (e.g., quantitative and ab-
stract reasoning). workplace basic skills. cross-functional
skills te.gl. information gathering, communication, problem
analysis, organizing and planning, coordinating with others),
occnpation specilic skills and knowledge. and the honing of
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personal qualities (such as acting responsibly). These various

categories of requirements are repoaed to be essential in
high-performance work-settings and increasingly considered
to be essential skills that add value and bolster productivity
within the economy as a whole.

It is casy to say that learning plans should be taken seri-
ously, but history suggests this will not happen without sus-
tained assistance from several quarters, Actions are required
at all fevels of the learning enterprise for this to become a re-
ality. A national support strategy can help launch this effort.
For example. the federal government can start the process by
pulling information together regarding “best practices.” by
synthesizing research from an array of sources about skills
hierarchies. by focusing a portion of federally sponsored
conferences on how to translate workplace requirements into
learning plans, and by ensuring that a portion of the techni-
cal assistance support contracts focus on this need. These are
only beginning steps: the states must take seriously the effort
to make learning plans central and viable within the

, school-to-work inidative.
Extablish, through wide consultations. the purpose and uses of
the learning plans.

States are in a good position to take the lead in framing the
critical components of learning plans. which could be con-

structed around a common core of knowledge of both aca-
demic and skills standards, This framework should include
the skills required in all work settings and an articulation be- |
tween and among the different types of education and train-
ing institutions.
Clearly. local adaptation should be encouraged—Dbut not
so that teachers simply make isolated decisions regarding the
purpose and use of a structured learning plan for cach stu-
dent. Results of an employer's assessment should be shared
with all faculty in a school, not just one classroom teacher.
Summaries and analyses need to shared with the locat school
board and other local stakeholder organizations involved in
the school-to-work effort. The purpose should be to create
the right information base and to promote a continually im-
proving management approach in the organization of the
school-to-work initiative.
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Recognize the legitimacy of gradations of learning
opportunitios in different types of sites.

We believe that large-scale emplover participation is achicv-
able, but not if it is based on an inflexible design. It is unre-
alistic to anticipate that the first work-site plicement for
every voung person will be in an occupational arca in which
the individual will remain for the rest of his or her working
tife. In some cases, job rotation may not be possible—par-
ticularly it the firm has only a few employvees. Also. it is not

realistic to assume that every work-site learning opportunity

should provide all of the ingredients of a mature. structured
learning program for occupation-specific training.
Occupation-specific training at the high school level will be
appropriate for some industries: for others, this level of train-
ing mayv need o be delaved until the third or fourth vear of
participation.

The need is to think through what needs 1o be learned.
how knowledge development needs o be sequenced, and
how the schools can be organized to assure this occurs. The
companion effort of developing skill standards for a wide ar-
ray of occupations should help inform this critical compo-
nent of the school-to-work initiative.

Support the screening andd orersight roles.

One of the key reasons employers choose to participate in
work-based learning programs is because they value the
screening, recraitment. and oversight roles the school staff
performs. As one emplover said about her experience with
wark-hased learning:

“Our experience with this student bas heen ont-
standing and I helicre it is hecause of the school
montitoring. i the past. we bad students whao were
not in this type of program aund the resnlts were very
poor performance, wehich makes me belicee the stric-
ture of the school inrolvement greatly enbances the
stadlents ability to interact with people and to follow
directions and complete the work task ™

Many more teachers and school counselors need to be ex:
posed 1o the techniques and criteria of this critical function.
Teachers need to be considered a “linchpin® in the process of
recommending students for participation m the program. This
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key role helps engage the teacher in linking the events of the
classroom with the fearning process occeurring in the work
site.

Recognize the raluable connmodity of time.

This will be one of the toughest problems with which educa-
tors will need 1o grapple. Time is limited by state graduation
requirements nmandating an explicit number of courses:
specifications on class scheduling dictated by cither state or
district regulations: discrete classes for given subjects instead
of a curriculum that integrates academic and applicd fearning
opportunitics across major discipliness and the powertul
“habits of the mind™ of individual teachers. These will need
o he reconsidered in order for “scale”™ to be addressed.

Both state and district officials need o take strong leader-
ship roles i the current situation—postponing the opportu-
nity for students o participate in a work-based learning
program—is to be reversed. Schools must be encouraged 10
create Hexible scheduling opportunities for students.

L ocal school boards in concert with comntunity college bocrds
should bold joint focus groups with employers and staff
involred in work-based learning programs

Many program staff expressed substantial frustration regard-
ing disincentives built into the work rules of the their own
cducation institutions. Many said the internal operating rules
of the schools generate impediments to promoting and ex-
panding work-based learning programs. Local policv-making
hodies should listen to their staffs and to emplovers who
have been involved in school-sponsored work-hased learning
programs to determine what changes are needed. from both
perspectives, 1o promote increased pencetration of this form
of learning. 1t is suggested that local community college hoards
also participate in these focus groups in order 1o develop inte:
grated curriculum and 1o articulate agreement strategies.

Clear out the tnderbrush.

Therde is 2 common perception that Tegal impediments in the
form ot child labor and other kiws prevent employers from
participating in work-based learning programs. We did not
find this to be o notable barrier in any of the communities in
this study However, there is value in states conducting a

SR)
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systematic review of Taws, regulations, and most specifically
operiting procedures that may hinder casy participation of
employers.

Support steff derelopment of total school staff.

The integration of the curriculum—across all the disci-
plines—must occur. Time must be allocated for the sttt 1o
work towards total integration of curriculum, particularly if
“going to scale” is to become a reality. Also. teachers and ad-
ministrators themselves need opportunities for internships in
business settings.

Actions to Recruit Business and
Structure Work-Based Learning

Schools cannot be solely responsible for developing ways to
recrtit emplovers and link students with emiployers. The
coordination that will be required among schools, emplovers,
school systems. and intermediary organizations is already
challenging, but as new school-to-work systems move o scale
these challenges will grow.

Keep it simple.

The actual transaction processes between the individual em-
ployer and the school-to-work public “agent” cannot be cui-
bersome. time-consuming. or encumbered by “red tape.” This
does not mean. however, that there are not complex.
“back-office™ operations necessairy to make this possible. En-
gagement of the employer community is needed at several
difterent levels.

Seek support from national organizations to helpy explain
career opportunitios as well as the requirements of industries
candd their key occupations.

For the development of common occupational skill standards
as well as an understanding of ~all aspects of the industry
national organizations offer a good starting point to help cre-
ate the strong emplover-hased network needed to help pro-
mote the school-to-work initiative overall. They can help
identify the characteristies ol a top-flight work-based learning
program. They can be involved in the development of cur-

"
(

O

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




Q

E

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

RIC

Recommendations

riculum and instructional materials that have the endorse-
ment of their industry.

Use employer-based organizations—credte them if necessary.

National organizations can only provide general information
and support. Adaptation and “filling in the blunks™ will need
10 be accomplished within cach state and its local communi-
Lies.

State and or local employer-based organizations can help
in a variety of ways. including the recruitment process. They
can help coordinate the development of curriculum for use
in both the schools and work sites: they can help establish
internship sites for school staff: they can help establish ar-
ticulation ~.andards for technical preparation programs be-
tween high schools and post-secondary institutions and
work-site training (formal apprenticeship) programs: and
they can act as holding companies and fiscal agents for a va-
ricty of functions as necessary for the “back office™ opera-
tions 1o run smoothiy.

Be deliberate—cover all industrial sectors.

It is very striking that several industry sectors were substan-
tially under-represented in the communities: most notably.
public administration (including educational institutions and
the private non-profit community ), finunce- insurance. real es-
tate. transportation and communication, and utilities are under-
utilized as potential sites. At a minimum. communities need a
database 1o orgunize employer contacts. This data must cross
individual school and, at times, district boundarices,

Be informative—in concert with local business organizations
develop informeation materiais.

A specialized “yellow pages™ can be used by all school
districts and other training providers in a labor market arca
to help reduce the contact cost. Types of jobs and sizes of
firms in the lubor murket arca—along with names, addresses.
and telephone numbers—would be very helpful to staft
responsible for developing work sites for students. The first
task would e o decide which organization(s) should be
responsible for developing and maintaining the yellow
pages. These materials could also be used for guidance
counseling purposces.

9
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Be inclusive of all sizes of employers.

There was a remarkable number of small emplovers whao
participaited in work-based tearning programs in the commu-
nities we visited. Yet, there are costs in soliciting and provid-
ing support to this very Large group of small employers,
Door-to-door canvissing may work in some smaller commu-
nities but would not be as efficient in larger ones. Central-
ized stall could be organized 1o work with Tocal industry
aroups as well as communicate—through letters and wele-
phone calls inftiallv—awith individual businesses to describe
the school-to work initiative 1o determine their interest.

B3¢ deliberate in assigning the task for recriciting employers:
organize the recruitment of employers through a
community-wide network of speciclized stafy

Teachers with cliassroom responsibilities do not have time
to recruit emplovers on the seale required. I necessary, bro-
hers who can cross school distriet boundaries are needed
These brokers need to be familiar swith cach school’s pro-
arants as well as the emplovers in a geographic arca.

Remember suceess breeds suceess

There are o number of satisficd customers of work-Iased
learning programs in the emplover community. They need to
be used as ambassadors o their fellow emplovers,

One of the njor challenges of the proposed
school-to-work initiative is to establish the tie that will bind
together the school. the emplover, the student, and the mul-
tiple funding streams. This is no small sk, We believe the
Dhest way o tie the picces together is to focus attention on
the development of the sequential learning plans.

Final Observations

The School-to-Work Opportunitieos Tegislation=—as well as the
companion Goals 2000: Educate Americn Acts National Skills
standards Board and its emerging academic and occupsitional
shills standards— represent i watershed opportunity tor America,
They are not new programs in the traditional sense of the word. 1
lll(') dare trested as sepdrate citegorical activiiies, then the
challenge to “go 1o seale”™ will not be realized. Rather, they should
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be viewed as providing the “glue money™ to build the
intrastructure necessary to create the American style of a superior
education and training system for all our voung people. Building
the right infrastructure will take time and considerable effort. Tt
cannot be done unless significant funds are invested in

establishing the private sector's capacity 1o assist the millions of

cmplovers in communities throughout the country in becoming
the rightful and essential partners in preparing the next generation
of skilled workers.
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APPENDIX 2

Program/School Survey—In-Person Interview Questions

PART A. School Profile
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Why was this program staried?
Over the last f.ve years how have the following changed
3 program design

b level of student enroiiment {give numbers or range of rumbers, :nciuding number for
this yeari?

¢ ‘evel of employer partic:pation last five years [give numbers or range numbers, includ-
ing number for this yeari?
How are emplovers tecruiied to participate in the program?

Describe any difficuities that have been encountered 1n recruiting employers

a Onave-age. what percentage of emplovers discontinue their participation each year?
b What reasons dg they give for discontinuing their participation?
I there an ntermediary organizat.on mvelved with this program, such as a communsty
ccllege or the PIC? Yes/No
If ves identify the organization and its responsibiities
How many students participate in this pregram and what 1s their age/grade levels?
How are students identfied for the program? What are entrance requirements. if any”
Do students receive any academic or vocational instzuctin in any other school or nstity-
t-onin addiion to ths school? YesNo
If ves. explamn
Expla:n how students are selected.referred to emplovers and the rofe emplovers piay i
setechion of students
Does the work-site learmng/work experence component weiuGe
. atanngag-eemert between the schooi the student and the empiover?
a work site 'earming/traiing plan?
assignment of a workplace mentar?
schooi credit for werk siie learming 1f yes, how much?
pat woik expenience?

job rotat-ons?

How much flexbibity does the emplover have r designing the wark site learning/work ex-
per.ence cemponent (e what are optianal components f any)?

It the students are pa«d. what «s therr hourly tate and whai 15 ther work schedule? Does
this vary by emplover?

Do e students recerve any special prepatation before they negin work? If yes. explam
Huw « the work sde learning - work espienience related back to the schoo! curncutum?

Describe the process and frequency for evaluating a student’s work performance and
progress i meeting work site legring objectives mcludmg the roles of the school and
the employer

What knds of probiems have there heen with student recri tment wark behavior, and
work petformante? How frequertly do these prohlems arse?

O How e propeeea et studes Uregre tent vtk dehaue o pecanmanee tesaveyf?

6o
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b Have ooth the school and the employing organization been satisfied with this
process’ \

Describe any assistance the employing organization receved in traiming 1ts own employ-
ees to supervise. evaluate or instruct students

Do employers receive any financial assistance (such as wage subsidies)? Yes/No

If yes. denuify the type. amount and source

Are there any legal constraints such as health and safety laws/regulations or child labor

laws that impede your ability to increase part:cipation i worksite training programs?
Yes/No

If so specify which faw or regu'ation and explam its impact

if you had complete flexibility to change this program, what changes would you make?
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Employer Telephone Survey Guide
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How many years have vou coordinated the program with the partnershup students
glyous orgamzation?

-0~ less than one year

<1.20% years

<21+ 2% years or more <98> DK <99> RF =

D your organization pasticipate i the partnership with any school during the last
scrho0vear 3t any -me between September 1, 1992 and now?

~1-ves ~5:no <8> DK <9> RF =

When d:d your organization 'ast participate = the partnership? Was 1.

-1 durig the regutar 1992-93 school year

~ 5 - during this summer?

VOLUNTEERED

- 7-yea ound, both <85 DK 9> RF =

Ahout how many students nvalved i the parinership worked at your organization
daring the last schoo! year?

- J. students «1.94> stugents <955 95 students or more
VOLUNTEERED

<97 Lant estimdte <98> DK <99> RF =

Now. i'm going to read some statemernts about the partnership and I'd fike you to
tetme how mych you agree or disagrec with each =

The partrershep has been 8 wav to recruit entry level employees for your
organization D you
Tostongly agree <2> somewhat agree
3 nertber agree nor dsagree <4> somewhat disagree

b - strongly disagree? 8> DK <9> RF =

Yoof 0tganization has paric.pated . the partnership to perform a community
senv.ce Do vou

1. stiongly agree <2> somewhat agree

3. redhen ageee ror (:sagree <4: somewhat disagree
- 5. strongiy disagree? <8~ DK <92 RF =
You have been satisted with tre quality of tre sivdents enrclied in the
nartnerstip Dnoyou

' stiongly agree +2> somewhat agree

-3 - etner agree nnr disagree ~4> somewhat disagree

-5 s ongiv disagree? <8 DK <9> RF =

Are there any other reasons you organzation nas parhcipated in the partnershp?
Toyes speaity 2510 8> DK <9 RF =

Has the number of stydents participating in the partnership at vour orgamization
te-genergiiv increased -3 qeneraily decreased < 5> remained about the same?

VOLUNTLEREQ
7 - tiyctuated from year to year <8.- DK <9.RF =

Weere 1 your orgamzation’s organ.zation are the partnesship students usually

Maced? -

Hrww eany days per week, hmg of day and number of hours per week de students
Wk -
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How many of the students from the partnership were in paid positions at your
organization duning the tast school year?

<0> none <1.94> stwdents <953 95 or more students
VOLUNTEERED
<97> can't estimate <98> DK <995 RF =

What was the beginning hourly rate for students emgloyed through the
partnership during the last school year?

<1-12> dollars <13> 13 or more dollars

VOLUNTEERED

<x> depends/varies <98> 0K <99> R =

Are there graduated pay increases for students empioyed through the partnership?
<1>yes <55 no <8> DK <95 RF =

When considering the costs of employing these partnership students compared
with the students’ productivity. do you think your organization

<1> makes noney
<3 lpses money
<5> breaks about even’? <8~ DK <9 RF =

Ouring the fast schoot year, did your orgamization empin, any stufents through the
partnership 1n non-paid positions?

<1vyes <5>no <8> 0K <9> Rf =

Wien the partnership students are not in paid positions. do they receive a stipend
or some other form of financial assistance from your orgamzation?

< 1> yes <5> no <8: DK <9> RF =

What type of stipend or financial assistance do they recewve?
-

How manv high schools d1d your crganization work with durng the fast school
year?

<i» schoo!

«2-10> schools

<115 11 or more schools 98> DK 99> RF =
Now I'm going to read some statements which may apply to the partnership
students’ jobs or work site learning experiences When answerning, I'd like you t0
think about the schoot that provides the most partnership students for your
grganization

Which schoo! 1s that? -

Now I'm going to read some statements which may apply to the parinership
students’ jobs or work site learning experiences =

First, does the school require the students to sign 3 training agregment?
-1 yes <510

VOLUNTEERED

<7 depends, specify <82 0K 9. Af -
Does the school have 3 waitten traiming plan for the students?

s inyes «H.no

VOLUNTEERED

.7.depends spectty _ . _




SCHOOL LEssoNs WORK LESsONS

>q24d< Do the students have a workplace mentor. edther informai or forinal?
<> ye-s <H> no
VOLUNTEERED
<7> depends, specify <8> DK <9> RF =
Are the students rotated to different positions or tasks periodicaliy?

<i»yes <5, ng
VOLUNTEERED
<7 depends, specify <B> DK <9 RF =

>q24f< Is there a formal method used at your organization for evaluating the students’
work performance for their schoo!?

<1>vyes <5>no

VOLUNTEERED

«7> depends, specify <8> DK <9> RF =
How many times during the last school year has the partnership coordinator for
the schog! visited or telephoned your work site?

~0-100> visits <998> DK <9995 Rf =
During the last school year did any problems anise with a partnership student's
work performance or behavior?

<1:vyes <5>no <8> DK <95 RF =

During the last school year, when a problem arose with a student s work
performance or behavior, how satisfied were you with the schoo!'s process for
resotving 1t? Were vou

<1 very satisfied <2> somewhat satistied
<3 somewhat dissatisfied <4> very dissatisfied?

-8~ DK <9> Rf =
Why were you dissausfied? -

Does vour organization serve on an advisory groun for the partnership program?
<1> yes ~5>no <8> DK <9> Rf =
Does your organ:zation help recruit students for the nartnership?

~1ovyes <5 no 8> DK <9, RF =

Is your organization involved in any other capacity with the partiiership?
<1>yes. specify  <5»ng <85 DK <9> RF =

How many partnership students have wotked at your organization since it hecame
wnvolved in a partnership?

« 1= student “ «2-95. students <96 96 students or more
VOLUNTEERED )
- 97> can't estimate <98.. OK <995 Rf =

Did the partuership st Jent who worked at your organization become a regula
employee after completing the partrership program?

-1-yes «5.-no
VOLUNTEERED
7 - the student already was a requiar employee 8- DK <9 . R =
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Appendix 3

Since your fum became nvolved in the partnership, about how many partnership
students have continued to work at your orgamzation after they completed there
partnership program?

<0-3> students  <4-95> students <96> 96 students or more
VOLUNTEERED .
<875 can't estimate <98> DK <99> RF =

When compared to the tumover rate of employees in similar pasitions, 1s the
turnover rate among students in the partnership who became regular employees
1> higher

<2> tower

<3> about the same <45 aren’t you sure? <8> RF =

Because of its participation n the partnershup, has your organization recetved any
wage subsidies?

1> yes <5> 10 <8> DK <9> RF =
What was the funding source of the wage subs:ches? =

How much 1 wage subsidies was recewved?

<1-99996: dollars

99397> 100,000 dollars or more <> DK <> RF =

Recause of 1ts participation in the partnership. has your orgamzation receved a
targeted jobs tax credit?

<i-yes <5 o <8> DK <95 RF =
What was the funding source of the targeted jobs tax credit? =

How much tax credit was recewved?

+1-99996: doliars

99997~ 100.000 dollars o1 more <d> DK <r> RF =

Because of :ts participation in the partnerstip, has your arganization recewed any
other form of financal assistance?

<1»vyes <5» no 8. DK <9> AF =

What was the funding source of the financial assistance? =

How much financial assistance was recerved?

<1-99996> do'lars

-.99997- 100.000 dollars or more «d- DK <r> RF =

Over the next two years. does your organization plan to expand its nvolvement in
the partnership?

<1.yes <5> no, <8» DK <95 RF =

I'm going to read some factors that may explawn why your organization doesn't

plan to expand its involvement in the partnership over the next Lwo years For
each factor. please tell me how impartant it was 1n your dec:sion

first, how important was not having enough work to take on additional students n
your organization’s decision not 1o expand its participation in the partnership?
Was t

<1~ very important «<3.- sumewhat important
< 5.0t tno miportant, <7 - not at ali important?
<8 DK <9~ RF =
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How mmportant were health and safety laws as a factor in your organization’s
decision not to expand its participation in the partnership? Were they.

<1» very important <3> somewhat important
<5> not too important, <7>not at all important?

<8> DK <9> RF =
How important were child labor laws as a factor in your organization’s decision
not to expand 1ts participation tn the partnership? Were they

<1> very important <3> somewhat important
<5> not toc important, <7> not at all important?

<8> DK <9> RF =
How important were worker’s compensation costs as a factor in your
organization’s decision not to expand its participation in the partnership?
Were they

<1> very important <3> somewhat important
<5> not too important, <7>not at all important?

<8> DK <9> RF =
How important was the dollar cost of participation relative to productivity as a
factor 1n your orgamization’s decision not to expand its participation in tne
partnership? Was 1t

<1, very important <3> somewhat important
<52 not too important, <7> not at all important?
<8> DK <9> RF =

Overall, would you say that the reactions of current employees to the partnership
program are generally positive or negative?

~1> generally positive <5> generally negative
VOLUNTEERED
<7» neither/neutrat <8> DK <9> RF

How important are negative reactions of current workers to the partnership
program as a factor in your organization’s decision not to expand its participation
in the program? Are they

<1> very important <3> somewhat important
<5 not too 1mportant, <7> not at a!l important?
<8> DK <9> RF =

Overall, are you generally satisfied or dissatisfied with the school’s ability to
provide students with the skills they need to perform their jobs successfuily?

<1 generglly satisfied  <5> generally dissatisfied
VOLUNTEERED
<7 neither/neutral <8> DK <9> RF =

How important 1s your organization’s dissatisfaction with the school’s ability to

provide students with needed skills as a factor in the dectsion not to expand

participatior in the partnership? Is it

< 1. very important «3> somewhat important

+ 5+ not too important, <7>not at all important?
<8> DK <9> RF =

Are there any other reasons you can think of for not expanding your participation

11 the partuership?

- 1yes. speaify <5.np <8~ DK <95 RF =

743
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Currently, how satisfied do you think your organization 1s with the partneiship
program? Are they’

<1> very satisfied <2> somewhat satisfied

<3> somewhat dissatisfied <4> very dissatisfied?
<8» DK <9> RF =

What do you think are the reasons ;or dissatisfaction?

-

When was the iast school year your organization participated in this partnership?

<1984> before 1985
<1385-1991> year ) <9998> DK <9999> Ri =

I'm going to read several reasons for not participating in & partnership program
Please tell me If each statement exglans why your organization did not
participate during the last school year

First, your organization did not have a position available Is that a reason why you
did not participate during the fast school year?

<I>vyes <5> no <8> DK <9> RF =

The student you had the previous year teft and was riot replaced s that a reason
why vou did not participate during the last school year?

<1>yes <55 no <8>DK <9> RF =

The school did not have a student avaiiable to refer to your organuzation Is that a
reason why you did not participate duning the last school year?

<1>yes <5>no <8> DK <95 RF =

Were there any other reasons for not partic:pating in the partnership thss last
school year?

<1>yes. specify <5 no <8~DK <9> RF =
When your 0rgamization participated in the partnership, were you generally
<1 very satisfied <2> somewhat satisfied
<3> somewhat dissatistied <45 very dissatisfied?

<«8> DK <9> RF =
Were you d:ssatisfied because the school was unresponsive t0 your concerns?

<1»yes <5> 1o <8> DK <9> RF =
Were you dissatisfied because the students were difficult to work with?
<i>yes <5> no <8> DK <95 RF =
Was there some other reason you were dissatisfied?

<1 yes, specify  <5>no <8>DK _ <9>Rf e
What, if anything, would make 1t possible for your organization to particioate in
the partnership agamn? -

Finally, | have several questions about your organization Please describe the

primary products or services provided by your organization
-

How many pecple does your orgamzation employ at your location?

<0-9995: employees
<9996~ 10,000 or more employees <9998 DK . 9999 RF =

How many employees are full-time?

<0-9995> employees
<9996~ 10.000 or more employees . 9998 . DK 9999 . RF =
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>gemax The next set of questions asks about four groups of employees First - managerial
and supervisory, second - professional and sales. third - technical and skilled, and.
fourth - clenical and unskitled

Please tell me about what percent are n each group If there are other types of
employees n your firm, your percentages fer these four groups do not need to
equal 100 percent.

«1> Proceed <9> R CAN'T ANSWER THESE QUESTIONS =
Jamiac First, what percent of emplovees are in manager:al or supervisory positions?

<0-300> percent <998> DK <999 RF =
»demb« What percent of employees are in professional and sales positions?

<0-100> percent <998> DK <999> RF =
>dembe What percent of employees are in technical and skilled trades positions?

<0-100= percent <998> DK <999~ RF =
~deml«< What percent of empioyees are m clencal and unskilled positions?

<0-100> percent. <998> DK <999, RF =
~dela< What other positions are they? -

sgem8« What percent of the er pioyees at your organization wouig you say turnover each
year?

<0> less than gne percent
<1.50> percent
<51> more than 50 percent <98> DK <99> RF =

Has the number of people employed at your orgarization

<15 mncreased

«3> remained about the same

<5 decreased?

«8>DK <95 RF =

By what percentage has the employment level increased?

<0-500> percent <501 aver 500 percent

VOLUNTEERED

<9975 can't estimate <998> DK <999 Rf =
By about what percentage has the employment level decreased?

-0 100>

VOLUNTEERED.

997> can’t estimate <998, DK <999, R" =
Is there a union at your organization?

~1»yes <5>np «8- DK <95 Rf =

Which classifications of employees are represented by the umon?
-y

About how many non-management employees has your orgamizatign hured m the
past three years?

<0 none

«<1-894: employees

~995- 1000 employees or more

VOLUNTEERED

»996.. not in business tor three years
<997 can’t gstimate +998. DK <999~ RF m
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About how many of the non-management employees were age 21 or younget?
<0> none

«1:994> workers

<995> 1000 workers or more

VOLUNTEERED

<996 not in business for thige years

<987 can't estimate <998> DK <9895 RF =

In the past three years. did your orgamization hire anyone with o work
expernence?

<i»yes <5 no
VOLUNTEERED
7> not1n business for three years <8> DK <3> RF =

Please te'! me which of the following statements best describes your organization.
Is 1t

<1> part of a larger company. like a branch office
<2> a single estabiishment, like a sole proprietorship
<3> a government or non-profit agency {private or pubhc)?

VOLUNTEERED
-4 - other, spec-y <8 DK <9, RF =
Is your orgamzation

<1, US owned
5. foreign-owned? <8> DK <9> RF m

What country 1$ your organization owned in? -
Anproximately what were your orgamzatien’s gross revenues for 19827

<0-9999995> doliars
<9999996:+ 10.000.009 or more dollars <t> DK <t> RF =
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APPENDIX 4

Employer Survey—In-Person Interview Questions

PART A. Profile of Firm

t Identify the name and position and organization of the indwvidual responding 1o this survey
2 Describe the products and/or services provided by this firm?
3 s this fum

___ atamily owned business?

___ pnvately beld?

____ the sote facihity in a corporation?

part of corooration that includes more thar one facility of the same type of busi-
ness?

part of a conglomerate that includes more than one facility and more than one
type bus.ness operation?

Is thig firm
US owned?
foreign-owned? By? (Country)
What were the firm’s {firm only, «f part of a larger corporation or conglomerate) gross rev-
enyes tor 19927
a  Anout how many people does your firm employ?
b Of ihe total. how many are
part-time employees
full-ttme employees

¢ Ot ihe total about how many are in
managenal/supervisory positicns
professioral/sales positions
techmcal. skilled trades posit:ons
crencalrunskilied positions

How would you classify vour annuai turnover rate?
less than 5%
5% 10%
0% 20"
mare than 207,
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Over the last five years, has the employment ievel
Remained about the same
Increased by ___ %

Decreased by _______%

fs there a union at your firm? Yes /No
5 If yes. which classification{s) of employees are represented by the un:on?

10 a How many non-management employees have you hired in the 1as: 3 vears?
b How many of the workers were aged 21 or younger?
¢ Do you ever hire anyone with no work experience? Yes:No

11 What kinds of traiming 1s provided to non-management employees?
orientatior: traming of about _ _ hours

use informel {“buddy system”} of on-the job trawing
registered apprenticesiip

use vendor provided or other purchased training progiams

use locai technical school or communtty coliege for customized 3 ning
programs?

use written on-the-job tramning plans?
have our own full-uime tramer(si?

PART B. Program Information
12 a How long has your firm participated i s program? ___ years
b Is your fm partcipating in the program this year? Yes/No
If no, skip to question 33
[NOTE THIS IS THE ONLY SKiP QUESTION ON SURVEY]
13 Give the reason(s) your firm originally decded to participate in this program
14 Which of the fallowing reasons are accurate statements about why you CON:Bue 10 pat
ncipate m this program
the students are productive workers
this 1s @ way to recruit entiy level employees

the fim 15 performing 8 community service
| am satisfied with the quality of the students | get from the program
15  Are there any othes reasons not identified above?
16 How many students at your firm are cuttently in the program?
17 Over the last five vears, has the pumbes
stayed about the same?
fluctuated from yeat to year?
generally increased?
. generally decreased?
18 How many of the students are i paid postions? Al None - #
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11 you were mostly dissat:shied or arssaust ed, what were the reasons?
the school was unresponsive

tne students were difficult to work with

omer

36 Please comp ete the following statement | would participate in the program agan if




